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JOSEPH WEINSTEIN 

P-11-1 
This comment is introductory and does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the 
Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
P-11-2 
This comment asserts that the Draft EIR was difficult to download on the internet and questions the 
adequacy of Draft EIR circulation. The official review period for the Draft EIR began on December 
15, 2004, and ended on February 14, 2005. The City requested a 60-day public review period to allow 
agencies, stakeholders, and residents of Long Beach adequate time to review the environmental 
analysis in the Draft EIR. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, the Notice of Availability for the Draft 
EIR stated that in addition to online publication, the Draft EIR would be available for public review at 
the City Community Development Department, the Long Beach Main Library, the Dana 
Neighborhood Library, and the Burnett Neighborhood Library. The City provided proper public 
notice of the availability of the Draft EIR and the locations at which the Draft EIR could be reviewed 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15087.  
 
The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 
analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
P-11-3 
Please refer to Response to Comment P-11-2.  
 
P-11-4 
This comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not provide pictures that illustrate what the site looks 
like at ground level. Section 4.12 in the Draft EIR provides a discussion of the existing visual and 
aesthetic resources on site and in the surrounding area. Figures 4.12.3 and 4.12.4 show the project site 
in its existing condition from six vantage points and illustrate the site’s rolling topography. 
 
P-11-5 
The project site is an EPA-designated brownfield site, and development will require the reduction of 
risks to human health to below applicable agency thresholds. The EPA defines brownfields as “real 
property, the expansion, redevelopment or reuse of which may be complicated by the presence or 
potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant.” Section 4.13 of the Draft 
EIR, Public Health and Safety, provides an evaluation of potential impacts to public health and safety 
as a result of the Proposed Project. This section includes an in-depth description of site soil, soil gas, 
and groundwater investigations and health risk evaluations performed on site.  
 
The current and historic uses of the property were identified above and in Section 4.3 of the Draft 
EIR, Geology and Soils, Section 4.6, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, and Section 4.13, 
Public Health and Safety. The Proposed Project site is not a dumping ground and has never been a 
dumping ground.  
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P-11-6 
This comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide the reason that DEIR 2000 was not certified. 
Chapter 2.0, Introduction, provides information about the DEIR 2000 planning and environmental 
review process. As the document states, the City concluded that DEIR 2000 could not be relied upon 
for CEQA environmental review purposes and was abandoned. Chapter 2.0, Introduction, also 
provides a table summarizing the differences between the projects analyzed in the DEIR 2000 and the 
recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
P-11-7 
This comment suggests that the project area history in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR, Cultural 
Resources, is lacking.  
 
The commentor’s contention that the project site was once occupied by the community of Willowville 
cannot be substantiated by existing records. Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR, Biological Resources, 
documents plant species found on site, including 14 willow trees (Salix gooddingii). The willow trees 
on site are not an endangered or threatened species, but instead are quite common in wet areas of 
Southern California. 
 
P-11-8 
This comment states that the Draft EIR should have stated that there is a strong likelihood that Native 
American sites exist on site. This assertion is not supported by any physical evidence on site. As 
noted in the Draft EIR, while this may or may not be the case, there is no physical evidence on the 
site to indicate past use by Native Americans. However, mitigation is included that requires 
archaeological monitoring during grading activity to identify, preserve, and curate any cultural 
remains, if found. Specifically, Mitigation Measures 4.6.5 through 4.6.6 ensure that the City’s 
commitment to protect unknown cultural resources is carried out for the Proposed Project. Therefore, 
no change to the Draft EIR is warranted.  
 
P-11-9 
The commentor is not correct in characterizing the site as containing multiple rare or endangered 
species. The existing plants and animals are common to the area (the exception is the loggerhead 
shrike, discussed elsewhere in this response to comments document). The commentor finds aesthetic 
and natural value in the existing topography of the site. This opinion will be made available to the 
decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
P-11-10 
The proposed wetlands mitigation is appropriate for the project impacts and consistent with 
regulatory agency requirements. Please see Response to Comment O-4-3. 
 
P-11-11 
This comment argues that the Draft EIR should have found greater impacts to native plant community 
habitat regardless of whether or not a plan currently exists that calls for its preservation. It is unclear 
what native plant community the comment is referencing. The results of the biological surveys of the 
project site are included in the Draft EIR. As stated in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR, the project site is 
characterized by areas of vegetation associated with past human activities on site. Most of the native 
habitat elements that may have once occurred have been replaced by nonnative species and common 
local weeds that are well-adapted to disturbed soil conditions. Most of the vegetated area on site is 
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appropriately characterized as ruderal or annual grassland, with occasional patches of mulefat scrub 
and ornamental vegetation such as clusters of ornamental trees that were introduced for landscaping 
purposes. There are a few areas near the existing concrete detention basin that are dominated by 
cattail marsh. The loss of disturbed (mostly nonnative) habitat is not considered a significant impact 
because it will not substantially affect listed or candidate species, riparian habitat, other sensitive 
natural communities, federally protected wetlands, or wildlife movement. Project impacts to wetlands 
are mitigated with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.5.3, 4.5.4, and 4.5.5. 
 
P-11-12 
This comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not acknowledge views from the project site. Section 
4.12 in the Draft EIR provides a discussion of the existing visual and aesthetic resources on site and 
in the surrounding area. Figures 4.12.2 provides views of surrounding areas, while Figure 4.12.3 and 
4.12.4 show the project site in its existing condition from six vantage points, including views of 
surrounding areas from the project site. The Draft EIR does acknowledge that grading will alter the 
elevation of Exxon Hill (the high point on the project site); however, views of surrounding areas will 
continue to be available from vantage points on site. 
 
P-11-13 
This comment praises the distinction made in the Air Quality Analysis between short-term 
construction impacts and long-term impacts. Comment noted. This comment does not contain any 
substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 
 
P-11-14 
This comment questions where the Draft EIR addresses concerns related to chemicals that may be 
exposed during grading activities. Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR, Public Health and Safety, addresses 
chemicals that may be exposed during grading activities and contains mitigation to reduce associated 
impacts to a less than significant level.  
 
P-11-15 
Explosive gases such as methane typically require a confined or semiconfined environment in which 
to accumulate to the extent that explosivity is a possibility. The proposed Sports Park will allow for 
the dissipation of on-site gases that are a byproduct of the operating oil wells. 
 
Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR states that a methane assessment will be conducted after 30 days have 
elapsed after rough grading is completed. See Mitigation Measure 4.13.6. The intent of the methane 
assessment is to adequately identify gas conditions across the site at proposed hardscape and building 
footprint areas in order to determine whether there is a risk of methane accumulation. Should 
concentrations exceed LADBS thresholds, additional measures will be implemented. 
 
P-11-16 
Please refer to Response to Comment P-11-5. 
 
P-11-17 
This comment characterizes the project site as a rare existing and potential recreation benefit to 
adventuresome youth. Opinions expressed regarding the project and the project site will be made 
available to decision-makers as part of their determination regarding the Proposed Project. The 
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comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis 
therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
P-11-18 
This comment asserts that the Proposed Project would reduce the City’s public open space and 
unpaved space. While the Proposed Project will increase paving on site for public parking areas and 
walkways, it will not reduce the City’s public open space. The proposed project will increase the area 
dedicated to recreation uses in the City by over 50 acres. The Proposed Project site is not currently 
legally accessible to members of the public. This opinion will be made available for consideration by 
the decision-makers as part of their determination regarding the Proposed Project. The comment does 
not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
P-11-19 
This comment argues for a broader definition of the word “recreation.” This opinion will be made 
available for consideration by the decision-makers as part of their determination regarding the 
Proposed Project. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the 
Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
P-11-20 
This comment charges that the Draft EIR “plays fast and loose with facts” regarding the project 
alternatives. Specific examples of facts in question are not provided, and for that reason additional 
citations or evidence cannot be provided. No further response is necessary because there are no facts 
or analysis provided in the comment. 
 
This comment also asserts that the lack of funding for the Heritage Park alternative should be 
irrelevant given the cost of the Proposed Project. Costs related to implementation and operation of the 
Proposed Project are not germane to the subject environmental analysis. Effects analyzed under 
CEQA must be related to a physical change in the environment pursuant to Section 15358(b) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines. Section 15131(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines further specifies that 
economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. 
The discussion of funding provided in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, is linked to physical improvements 
(e.g., traffic and infrastructure improvements) that would be required as part of any Proposed Project 
on the site. As stated in the Draft EIR, a cultural/nature park alternative would not meet specific 
project objectives related to economic development because it is unlikely that it could support 
ongoing maintenance costs and initial infrastructure improvement costs.  
 
P-11-21 
This comment states that volunteer maintenance and environmentally friendly revenue projects could 
offset the cost of the suggested “Heritage Park” and would cost the City less than the Proposed 
Project. The Draft EIR acknowledges that a cultural/nature park would rely largely on volunteer 
staffing and funding; however, as stated above, a “Heritage Park” alternative would not meet specific 
project objectives related to economic development because it is unlikely that it could support 
ongoing maintenance costs, initial infrastructure improvement costs, and the project’s key recreation 
objectives to meet the demand for recreation resources in the City. 
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P-11-22 
This comment suggests that the Sports Park could be built somewhere else in the City so that the 
project site could be retained as a Heritage Park. The Draft EIR evaluated alternative locations for the 
Proposed Project. Please refer to Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR.  
 
P-11-23 
This comment states that alternatives that consider both project objectives and best use of the site 
should be considered. Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that “An EIR shall 
describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project . . . The range of potential alternatives to the 
Proposed Project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the 
project and could avoid or substantially less one more of the significant effects.” Alternatives to the 
Proposed Project were presented in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR. The alternatives selected are 
consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines’ instructions for selection and evaluation of project 
alternatives.  
 
P-11-24 
This comment urges careful consideration of the Proposed Project. This opinion will be made 
available for consideration by the decision-makers as part of their determination regarding the 
Proposed Project. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the 
Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 




